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1 . Claims 1 -1 3 are presented for examination. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential elements, such omission amounting to a gap between 
the elements. See MPEP § 2172.01 . The omitted elements are: the storage or memory 
which the identifiers and the modified sequence are being stored. 

3. Claims 1,6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the 
steps. See MPEP § 21 72.01 . The omitted steps are: the step for storing the multiple- 
instruction control words in order to modify the sequence of the multiple-instruction 
control words to remove the set of aligned fields . It is unclear whether the sequence of 
the multiple-instruction control words is compressed in a computer readable medium in 
the processor or , it is directed to a representation of a dataflow of a mere program . If 
it is directed to compression represented by data flow graph, additional "101" rejection 
will apply (see following). 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1,6, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The reasons are given below . 
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5. As to claim 1 , and 6, the claims are not directed to a useful, concrete and 
tangible result because although claim 1 recites a processor in the preamble, no 
specific element of the processor has been reflected into the body of the claim to 
support the [processor in preamble. The evidence shows that (see applicant's 
specification page 6, lines 13-14) a data flow is a representation of entire inner loop 
computation. This data flow representation could be a mere program. Without a 
recitation of specific elements of the processor in the body of the claims . It is read 
as program per se. As to claim 6, clam 6 recites to provide decompressed control word 
to the processor for execution. However, no execution has been achieved in the claim. 
Therefore, it is also viewed as a mere program, hence achieves no useful, concrete 
and tangible result. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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6. Claims 1 , 4, 5, 6,8,9,10,11,12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Tanaka (5,893,143). 

7. As to claiml , 4, 5, Tanaka disclosed a VLIW system including at least : 

a) a sequence of multiple-instruction control words (see fig. 6) , each 

control word comprising a plurality of ordered fields [FIELDS] and each ordered field 
containing an instruction for an element of a processor, 

b) identifying a set of aligned fields that contain NOP instructions (see NOPs in the 
instruction string) in each control words of the sequence of multiple-instruction control 
words; 

c) modifying the sequence of multiple-instruction control words to remove the 
set of aligned fields (see the fields being removed by mask in fig.6); 

d) storing an identifier (see the mask) that identities the set of aligned fields removed; 
and storing the modified sequence of multiple-instruction control words. 

8. As to claim 6, Tanaka also taught : 

a) fetching an identifier (see the mask) that identifies a set of aligned fields (see fields 
in fig.6 ) removed during compression of the sequence of multiple-instruction control 
words (see the masked-off fields in fig,6) ; 

for each control word of the compressed sequence of multiple-instruction 
control words; 

b) fetching a control word (see read out of instruction); 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/652, 1 34 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2183 

c) reconstructing a corresponding uncompressed control word by 
inserting NOP instructions into the compressed control word in 

accordance with the identifier (see reinserting of NOP into instruction in col.6, lines 1- 
2, see also the decompression when the instruction was readout in col. 3, lines 6-13); 

d) providing the decompressed control word to the processor for execution (see the 
decompressed instruction for executing in col .7, lines 34-38). 

9. As to claim 8, see the mask as the identifier in fig.1 1 for selecting the clusters. 

10. As to claim 9, Tanaka also taught identifier [mask] was a compression 
mask having one bit associated with each field of the multiple-instruction control 
word (see the bits in mask in fig.6) . 



11. As to claim 1 0, Tanaka taught : 

A) a mask latch for storing a compression mask (see mask) that identifies a set of 
aligned fields removed during compression of the sequence of multiple-instruction 
control words (see fig.6) ; 

b) a logic unit coupled to the mask latch and responsive to the compression 
mask (see the logic circuit coupled to mask in fig.9 and fig.1 1); 

c) a memory for storing one or more compressed multiple-instruction control 
words (see fig.6, and fig.9 and fig.1 1 memory for storing the mask) ; 

d) a pipelined permute unit, coupled to the logic unit and the memory and 
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operable to reconstruct multiple-instruction control words by fetching a 

compressed multiple-instruction control word from the memory and inserting 

NOP instructions in accordance with the compression mask (see reinserting of NOP 

into instruction in col. 6, lines 1-2, see also the decompression when the instruction was 

readout in col. 3, lines 6-13) ; and 

e) an instruction register coupled the pipelined permute unit and operable to 
present reconstructed multiple-instruction control words to the processor (see each 
entry in fig.6). 

12. As to claim 1 1 , Tanaka showed a write enabling signal for each memory caches 
(memory banks). Therefore, Tanaka was able to disable the memory banks. 

13. As to claim 12 , see the mask as the identifier in fig.1 1 for selecting the clusters. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka 
(5,893,143) in view of Mehrotra etal. (6,571,016). 

15. As to claim 2, Tanaka did show a loop for computation as claimed. However, 
Mehrotra disclosed a system including a loop (routine) for computation in a personal 
computer (e.g. see the decompressing routine used by personal computer in col .7, 
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lines 46-55). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use ns in 
Tanaka for including the loop for computation as claimed because the use of Mehrotra 
could provide Tanaka the ability to repeat the performance of a specific computation 
(e.g. the decompression) at subsequent processing cycle, and Tanaka did suggest 
the need for computation in his decompression system in a personal computer (see 
adding of 1 to x variable in fig. 1 , personal computer in col.1 ), and also suggested the 
applicability of a loop (see the branch instruction in col. 4, lines 22-33). And, It was well 
recognizable by one of ordinary skill in the art that a branch would return back at the 
branch point, and therefore, formed a loop, and the calculation x variable of Tanaka 
could be done in a loop because of the great number of elements X (see fig. 1) to be 
incremented , therefore, provided a motivation. 

16. Claim 3, 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tanaka (5,893,143) in view of Pechanek etal. (6,173,389) . 

17. As to claims 3, 13, limitations of parent claims discussed above will not be 
repeated herein. Tanaka did not specifically show his system was used for vector 
processing as clamed. However, Pechanek disclosed a system for including a nop 
operation with a vector processing (e.g. see the background in col.1, lines 35-42). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art o use Pechanek in Tanaka 
for including the vector processing as claimed because the use of Pechanek cold 
provide Tanaka the capability to adapt to different type of processing methods , such as 
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vector processing, and it could be done by configuring the vector of Pechanek with a 
modified parameters (e.g. the vector registers) into Tanaka, so that the vector 
processing of Pechanek could be recognized by Tanaka, and since no specific type of 
vector processing is being recited in the claim, one of ordinary skill in the art should be 
able to recognize the use of vector processing in general into Tanaka for achieving the 
fast processing capacity as desired by Tanaka (see Tanaka col. 3, lines 37-41 ). 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

18. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka 
(5,893,143) in view of Shebanow et al. (5,367,494) . 

19. As to claim 7, limitation of claim 6 have been discussed in program ph above, 
therefore it will not be repeated herein. Tanaka showed a write enabling signal for 
each memory caches (memory banks). Tanaka did not specifically show that his write 
signal was used for enabling and disabling of the subset of memory banks as 
claimed. However, Shebanow taught a system for enabling a subset of memory 
banks (see Abstract , see also the enabling of memory banks on the control value A 
and B in col .11, lines 5-68, col. 12, lines 1-27). It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art to sue Shebanow in Tanaka for enabling/disabling the subset of 
memory banks as claimed because the use of Shebanow could provide Tanaka the 
ability to accept and send data from a plurality of memory sets at a given cycle, 
therefore, increasing the bandwidth of the storage access control , and because 
Tanaka also taught to provide a plurality of processing units with corresponding 
memory caches (the banks) for execution in parallel (see col. 3, lines 52-63), which 
was a suggestion of the need for activating a subset of memory banks (see the 
memory caches) in order to provide data to the plurality of processing units in 
parallel, and for doing so, provide a motivation. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dan Pan whose telephone number is 703 305 9696, or 
the new number 571 272 4172. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 
8:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chan, can be reached on 703 305 9712, or the new number 571 272 4162. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703 306 5404. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

21 Century Strategic Plan * a 



